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What I marvel over is that Bradley's recogni-
tion of the fact that Hamlet had got "no forrader",
that he is exactly in the third act in the state of
mind he was in the first, notwithstanding all that
has happened in the interim, failed to confirm
him in his suspicion (though it may have been
an afterthought, being expressed in a footnote)
that the great soliloquy had somehow slipped its
moorings. Moreover, it bears of itself clear
evidence that it comes belatedly. To make
Hamlet speak of "the undiscovered country
from whose bourn no traveller returns" after
he had communed with his father's spirit is sheer
absurdity. There have been not a few attempts
to explain away this anomaly, some super-subtle
some silly, but one and all are futile.1 There is
1785. His opinion was that the soliloquy, which he had
often heard extolled in terms of admiration, was "a heap
of absurdities, whether we consider the situation, the
sentiment, the argument, or the poetry".
1 Schlegel maintained, for example, that Shakespeare
here wished to show that Hamlet could not fix himself
to any conviction of any kind whatever, but he surely did
not doubt the evidence of his own senses, Mr J. Middleton
Murry (Shakespearey p. 244), on the other hand, is of the
belief that "Hamlet has, whether properly or not, also
forgotten the Ghost. There is nothing to worry about;
it merely means that Hamlet, for the moment, has escaped
his local particularity and become pure human. Let us
say pure Shakespeare". But was pure Shakespeare ever
pure nonsense?